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CONCLUSION

After considerable discussion of all eleven solut.cns, <he
izllcwing conclusions were reached:

There were five potential solutions that the task fsrce
agreed would serve as part:.al solutions to reduce call splashing.
They are:

- Elimination of call blocking (#1),

- Cconsumer education (%4),

- Establishment of tilling and collection agreements
(#S),

- Establisnment cf -illing validation agreements (36),

- Call reorigination at CPE (#8).

The task force reccgnized that call unblocking, while
cotentially difficult to fully inplement, and the provision of
sonsumer informaticn as crdered by the FCC, coupled with consumer
sducation, would significantly contribute to the reduction of
call splashing. In addition, call reorigination at the CPE and
the establishment of billing and collection and billing
validation agreements will further resduce splashing. However,
<hese solutions may require varying lengths of time to inplement
and may not totally elizinate splashing due to other factors such
as:

1) state regqulatory requirements that callers te csnnected
0 preferred CSP without having to redial, and

2) notwithstanding the waiver process, some blocking nay
centinue to occur until technical solutions for the
prevention of t2ll fraud are implemented.

There are two potential solutions that the task force agreed
Jere not feasible:

- Call reorigination at LEC switches (#9),
- QSP subcontract (#10).

There are differences of opinion on the four remaining
potential solutions as to the feasibility of their
izplenentation. They are:

Call transfer with signalled ANI (#2),

Call transfer with oral ANI (#3),

Establishment of 300/950 access by IXCs/OSPs (47),
Call transfer with call detail (#11).

Disagreements with respect to feasibility centered on
discussion of the following issues:

1) magnitude of economic impacet,



2) impact of required interconnection agreements cetween
competing OSPs,

3) implementation timefranmes,

4) technical complexity, sometimes complicated by

unavailability of detailed raquirements, and

S) the characterization of these soluticns as requiring
business relationships between competing OSPs versus
requiring netwvork interconnection arrangements tetween
competing OSPs.

Task force participants and other industry nembers xay
provide individual company positions regarding the contents of
this report, including the feasibility of these solutions.

The task force noted that selection of any partial solution
should be made in conjunction with some quantitative analysis to
deterzine the level of call splashing that is resolved by the
solution.

In order to assist in this analysis effort, the task force
will supply to the FCC the results of an OSP industry survey
which will attempt to quantify the incidence of call splashing by
reason (see attached questicnnaire). The results will te
provided by June 15, 1989 assuming receipt of relevant
information from the industry by June S, 1989.



Appendizx A

Organizations Attending Call Splashing Task Porce Meetings

ARC

Alltesl Service Corporation
American Network Exchange, Inc.
Ameritech Services Ize.

ATET

Bell Atlantic

Bellcore

BellSoutld Sarvices

Call America

Capital Networkx System, Inec.
Csntral Teleplone Company (CENTEL Corp)
COMPTEL

Contel Corporation

cTI

DSC Communications

Exchange Carriers Standards Associatieca
GTE Services Corporation

Integretel .

International Telecharge Inec.

ITT Chernow

Litel

Long Distance USA

MCI

National Data Corp.

National Telephone Services Inc.
Northera Telecom

NYCOM

NYNEX

Opsrator Assistance Netwvork
Operator Service Providers of America
Pacific Bell

Payline Systams

Soutivestarn Bell Telephone Company
sSprint Services

Teleconnect*UgA

Telesphere Int.

U 8 Long Distance, Ianec.

U 8 Spriant

U.S. Telephone Association

T S West



I.D. Number

SURVEY QUESTIOMMAIRS

Please refer to definitions and explanatiocns set forth in cover
lettar.

1. What is your average monthly 0+/0- call volume for
completad calls?

2. Pleass indicate average nonthly completions by reason:
Reason (see explanation delow):

Monthly A B ¢ D B

Nunper of calls

splasbed to ATET

Number of calls
sxansferred to ATET

which result in

in correct billing

Nunber of calls
~soriginated using

autocmated dialing

equipment

Numbaer of calls turned
back for customer to

redial

Explanation of Reasons:
A -= Caller rsquests another carrier.
B -~ State regulation or legislation prohibits forced
redialing or you lack certification in a
particular state.

C == Billing method offered by the caller cannot be
processed or is not accepted by you.

D == You know alternative dialing methods are blocked so
that caller will be unable to redial.



B -- Caller requests a type of service you de not offer,
e.g., international, busy line verificatien,
emergency interxrupt.

? -=- DO not know reason.

What is the average monthly number of calls which you
complete and are unable to bill?

Please indicate if your responses are based on actual or
estimatad nunmbers.




Data to be provided to FcC dased on
responses to questiomnaire:

Tstal 3 OSPs Surveyed

Total # OSPs Responding

o ¢ OSPs Who Splash

o % OSPs Who Don't Splash

Total 3 Coumpleted Calls

2 OSPs Who Splash

¢ OSPs Who Don't Splasn

Total # Completed Calls
which cannot be billed

Reproduction of grid with cumulative numbers.
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My. Darryl Brown, CLC Secretary .
ZARRIER LIAISON COMMITTEE h -
3430 Gresvenor Lane - Suite 200 -

Sethesda, Marvland 20814 -

Cear Mr. 3rown: —m . L
Carzyl,
This is o provide NYCOM Information Services' csmments for
inclusion within the Task Force Report on Call Splasnzng <3S Te sent
=2 the FCC on June 1, 1989.

NYCCM Information Sarvices takes exception to the exclusicen cf
zotential sgiuticen 310, l.e., OS? Subcentract, Irom thcse agreed
=5 as offering a partial solution o reduce call splas:.ng.

NYCCM's sosition is that removal cf 310 from the list c¢f cctaential
soiluticns w7as not wWithin the preovincs of the Splashing Tasx Forcs
as .t 7as done in response TO a tusiness arguement. T37 stated
chat it would force AT&T "es pgzartner? and was, <lersfore,
Jdnacceptable. 310 was removed notwvithstanding that csnsensus had
oeen achieved earlier (AT&T .included) <cthat consideratien of
Susiness .issues was not vithin the scope of the Splasning Task
Forca. Etlsewise, how could consideration be given to forcing tie
industry =o stop splashing and/or blocking and, instead, 3 offer
the =raffic ©o ATSAT (10288)? Is <his not tantamount <o fsrs.ng <le
CSP "<2 zartner"?

Soluticen 310 provides a single, sizple, and ccmplete :acanical
seiutisn o all splashing and/or Hlocking issues. There are, .o
fact, CS?s providing this exact service for ATS&T tsday. sSizply
stated, an QSP, upen customer request or receipt of a cal. whiecn
f£or any reason that particular OSP can not serve and/or bill, would
place that message upon ATET's toll network while providing tle
Orerator Services as racquastad by the customar. Branding, riting,
and nessage detail at AT&T races would be provided.

NYCOM is appreciative of the long nours of work which tha Splashing
Task Forcs has spent wrestling with the many complicated issues and
unaerstands the pressures which zay have played a role in allowing
310 t2 be excluded. However, the exclusion of #10 is a sc:-cus
mistake which, if allowed to stand, will deprive the FCC of a Zul
range of choice of technical solutions and the one that WC«M
Inforzation Services believes will best serve the American suBliics,
as well as the industry.

Very truly yours,

. ,/ ‘ / .p‘,.//!zV/

thk/Sundbcrq
Director, Market/Product Development
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NYNEX

Service Comoany
vay 24, .389

RECEIVED

Mz, Darryl 3rown

Secretary MAY 2.5 1989
Carrier Liaison Commist
3430 Gresvenor Lane, Suite 200 ECSA

3ethesda, varyland 20814
Jear Mr. 3rown:

In cesponse 22 vour Call Splashing Revort mailing of vay 19, I am forwarding
ine fallcwing conmants on denalf of tne NYNEX Companies.

seneral

NYNEX actively participated in the development of =he eport as gar: of the
Call Splasning Task Torce. NYNEX feels :=nat the Repor: is substantively
sound and cepresents a casic foundation for addressing the sSplasning lssue.
~e SUPPOL:T the Repor: as presently constitited.

guancification of Problem

One Quest:on =hat tIouples us, nowever, and that posed a dilemma for :the
fzamers of the Report, :S the prevalence of e splasming proolem. Although
recognized, defined and analyzed, tnere nas apparently deen no effort made
0 date 0 quantify the incidence of splasning. Therefore, a Jquestionnairce
1as oceen attacred £0 tne Report, wWhich mAy O Tay not serve toO estanliisn
accurace ocenchmark figures,

In the State Task Porce Report on the Results of the A0S Survey I2
(February 15, 1989) compiled by NARUC's Staff Subcommittee on
Telecarmunications, in Section V, Pg. S, the Report states: °‘Only two
ycilities specifically identified splashing as an area where they had
recelved numerous complaints. The Leaf River Telephone Campany indicated
that their biggest received complaint was that an A0S would not place a call
t0 the custamer's carzier of choice. An umidencified Oregon utility also
specified that splashing had been a cause of problems :n its area®. The
_eaf River complaint is not even descriptive of the call splashing prodlem
Jnder discussion but rather appears to cescride the refusal of an AOS o
scovide access to a preferred carrcier.,

Custcmer complaints attributable to tzue call splashing, as defined by the
Call Splasning Report, ace most prooaply included in the complaine cacegory
addressing excessive rate levels, sincs the misrating occasioned by tIue
splasning would be the customer irritant, not splasning per se. In any
case, the point at issue is that we 4o not have a clear picture as to the
mnagnitude of the splashing problem.



Tirrecz:ng the Splashing Problem

secause splashing nas not Seen estaplished as a major prodblem, .t may de
srudent 0 iTplemant the sitplest fixes initially and concinue tO moaiter
tne crodlem. In no case would it De realistic =0 prescribe sopnisticated
and expensive remedies agsent quantitative daca. ~footnote 2 on Pg. 3 of the
Zall Splashing Report :is significant in explaining the inclusicn of the Call
3locking condition: "This item was added tO the original work plan by the
cask force after it became clear tnat the issue of call bloexing, nile
different from call splasning, nad =0 be addressed in order :2 address
scrpietely the call splasning issue’. - may weil De that the elimination
£ clocking along with customer education efforts will alleviace the
splasning problem for all sracsical surroses,

Zzst 2f Correcting the Problem

UVMEX feels that in the interest of fairness any cemedial costs involved in
ai.manating the splasning oroblem, e chey miner of majer, snould de borne
Sy =ne COSt causers. NYNEX, wnile fully commitced to equal access and
.ntercarrier COOperaticon, sees no ceason Why its rate payers should
sucsidize tne ousiness vencures of tne Operator Service Providers. In the
event tnat expensive remedies are eventually prescribed the related costs

snouid devolve on.ticse responsiple for inecroducing the disruptive
ssndéizions,

Sincerely,

L
:'-vr

2,3, varsnail

“anaging Director

zs: Mr. G. Edwvards
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May 24, .989

Mr. Cacrge L. Edwards

Crhais=an, Carriar Liaison Committae
2430 Grosvenor Lane

Suite 200

Setresda, Maryland 20814

tear Geaorge:

Attached are ATET's comments on the Splashing Task Pexce
Repors to thae CIL and the PCC. We would appreciate it if you
wculd have this document appended =0 the final Zepert as vas
discussad both at the CIC meeting on May ll and again at tle

Splashing Task Force meeting last veek.

( / {lliam J. Sushon 5. levis
ATST oxtarmnal Affairs uar consumer Markests
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vay 24, 1989

AT&T offers =Rese coxments on  the final report wWritten Dby
<he Splasning Task Forcs as a Jay of clarifying several key points
zn Jhica there wWas nNo consensus or on which there is a laek cf
siarilty.

AT&T strongly agrees =hat =le Rlimination of cCall Bloecking at
1., .Scations Wwill. lead T2 2 complete solution T splasaing and
STRer prodleas curTently existing in  the cperatodr servicas
sarketplacs. ATET Teceqnlizes that there are cechnical
sonsiderations such as tie availability of l-0=-XXX-l+s B3lecking,
-1 avaslabilisy ot appropriate line scTeening, and =he
scoperation” of QSPs, equipment zanufacturers and aggregatsors,
<nich aust be resolved pricr to a total solution: hovever, varicus
steps can =e taken today. The rasponsibility for unblecking
shculd =e shared =y all participants in the industzy, not -ust dy
ATST. ACS providers and traffic aggregators, in particular, alus:
ce willing to employ the tachnclogy available in tie business ey
~ave Tacantly aentersd and te prspared O share .1 ke <SSt
Tequired =5 rectify preblenms.

ATST also supports the csnclusion that thers are four other
zotential solutions <Jhich alone or in combination Will
s.gnificantly reduce splasning.* ATE&T alse agrees that W7o
solutisns, Call Reorigination at LEC Switches and OSP Subcontract
are not fsasible for the rsascns clearly indicated in the rapors.
For the reasons set forth belov, ATET does NOT agree wWitd cerzain
ACS providers whe advecated c=he remaining four solutions and feels
that the discussicns included in the description of the negatives
associated with each speak f3r themselves.

* Until any soluticn %o splashing is iaplemented, as an
interim neasure, an ACS should turn CustomeTrs DacCK When
1T is unable to process a call or, at a minizum, infera
customers that they are Dbeing “splashed" =0 ATET and
therefore may be billed frem a location other than where
the customer is actually placing the call.



wnile ATET has willingly participated in =he Splasaing Task
Torce, it should not be vieved as =he sOle carrier =3 resolve
oroblems which 1t has not caused. Although Iiancluded (n zhe
Report are many of AT4T's estilatas of =ime, co8%, and difficuley
of iaplementat.on associated with various proposed solutians,
they should not apply o ATET alone. Rather, 4all proposed
solutions should Be applied equally throughout the industry.rv

Morecver, 23ur of the pessiblo “solutions® suppor=ed by ACS
providers are siaply net ‘easible at this =ize or . <=he near
future.

(a) Call Transfer With Signalled ANI: This "solution” would
be virtually impossible =9 iaplement due =0 significant
Limitations 4ithin the ATST network. Sven if ATET's systams
cculd be medified, there 18 presently ne quancification of
how long it would take nor tow mueh it would cost for all
other operator services providers, including ACS providers,
MCI, Spraint, etc. TO 1ake arTangements to transfer calls
using dedicated trunk groups. Additionally, t2e teclnical
cendiquration of such an arranqgeaaent could result in
Fotential transmissien degradation which is clearly

detrimental =2 the end-user and at cTOSs purposes with FCC
cbjectives.

(B) Call Transfer with Call Detail: This "solution' crsates
a similay situation as in Call Transfer vith Signalled ANI
and cannet be isplemented =ecause of techn:ical
lizitacicns described in tie repor:.

(¢) Call Transfer with Oral ANI: Having an operator crally
Tecite call informaticn t9 an operater at a competing company
4ould be a giant step backwards in an industry wvhica is
Secoming quiekly autcmated and customer-friendly. The
potential fraud problems associated with trusting a competing
carrier to previde accurate data further adds <o tae
infeasibility of this “solution.*

() Establishment of 800/950 Accass by OSPe/IXCs: This
"golution® poses significant service, <tize, and cost
considerations which cannot justify its use. ATET could in
the ShOrt-term sSupply such a service only witliout <riginating

** While recently the cperator services zarketplace nas
Been viewed as being comprised of ATET and ACS
providers, several of the OCCs (e.g. Sprint and MCI) 2ay
e providing operator services =3 customers Irom
transient locations and =ay te splashing calls t3 ATST,
further exacerbating an ailready difficult prodbles.



ANI information and therefore customars vauld only be able %o
presently nake O- calls, again, a significant step Dbackward
in an induscry vhich has quickly becese Righly automatad.
The developmental cost is substantial, ¥ith an estimated $30-
S0 aillion in costs juat to ATET. No estimats vas included
for any IXC/Q8P currently lacking an 800 or 950 access
method. In addition, there weuld be significant operational
expense to ATET associated wvith this solutien.
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RE: Report on Call Splashing

Attached are tle Comments of Operator Assistance
Network concerning the Call Splashing Task Force Report. +We
cnderstand that these comments will be attached ts the repere
sent %9 the FCC.

Please call ze if you have any questicns or if there

are any preblems with the facsimile tzansmission.

cc: Harvey Berg (w/enc.)



COMMENTS OF CPERATCR ASSISTANCE NETWORKX

Cpcritcr Assistance Networ (“CAN") has actively
car=icipated in the Call Splasniag Task Torce on tehelfl c¢f the
mere than 10 CSPs for whom CAN acts as a dilling and cclleetion
iacermediary. Although the Task Force has made a useful ficzst
stap towards identifying possitle scluticns to call splashing,
AN cannet csnacur with the Conclusions section of the Task Ferce
2epect. The "partial solutisas” recommended by the Task Force
are .‘nadequate =5 resolve the Lssues referzed o the Task Teccs
Ty the FCT.

QAN believes that solutions to the splashing and
zlecking (ssues can only be achieved through the cooperative
effors of the communications industry, LECS, IXCs. CSPs.
aggregators and manufacturers. wWe also telieve that demizant and
cttleneck service providers have an equal i€ not added
seligation to suppert solutisns that assist their competitors
and/or customers in resolving the twin problems of splashing and
Blockiag. Pailure to respoad favorably to the challenge will
~ikely result ia & retuzn £o the esarlier monopoly eavirzaament.

OAN must note its disszatisfaction with the Repoct's
Satlure to explain either the casis for Lts conclusicns or the
impact of its proposals. Although the Report sets for:h
advantages and disadvantages cf sach of eleven potential
sclutions in detail, it fails entirely £2 explaia the process by

“hich these factors were weighed and compared £o resuls ia the



selection af scme proposals and TUie rajectiscn of others. The rCC
1S therefore denied the OPPOrTUNity =3 revievw the Task Feorce’s
decisionmaking preocess and cannot use t2is TepoOrt as a tasis for
2arzulating policy. Administrative agencies zust provide a
reasoned explanation of the basis for their decisions. The
Commission clearly cannot rely on a repert that purperes o
propose “solutions® without any explanation of the basis for
“Zeir selection.

3efore discussing specific ;ropesals, CAN (s compelled
<0 note tiat the varioui proposed solutions discussed in the
Report are interdependent, and cannot be izplesented in a vacuua.
For example, Consumer educaticn (#4) witiout concurrent or
earlier inplcn;ntaeien of 800/950 acceass (4#7) could have the
adverse inpact ©of increasing the nuaber of calls splashed and
thereby exacerdating the problem instead of correcting L(t.
Seteraination of the intarzelaticnships of proposed solutisns
along with the implicit cost/benefit analysis referred to in the
Report is required prior to a final deteraination of the

soluticns to be adopted and the sequence of iaplementation.

ihe Best Solutions to the Problea

In order to correct splashing and provide consuner
satisfaction, OSPs need the ability to correctly bill calls,
correctly transfer calls, and/or tell callers hovw to rsach ATST,

“hen access €O ATET is not directly available.



2) 84liing
All -ZCs should provide unbundled, nondiscriainazery,
resasonably priced billing and ceollection services to all CsPs.
Tn addisien, they should provide billing validation data and/or
services on similar nen-discriminatory prices, tarms and
conditions.
(2) call Transfer

ATSET should accept the call detail information
necassary =2 bill correctly all calls <hat are transferred to
chem. GCSPs 2ave proposed at least three different zetlhods foF
acconplishing this goal. All of these remedies have been
proposed t3 ATET and rejected: it would seem tlat at least one of
these 2ethods should form the basis fo0r an acceptable coazpromise
selutien.

(3) Alsernative Access

Because of ATET'’s exclusive raliance on 100X access,
there ars phones f{rom which direct access is unavailable due =2
cencerns regarding fraud. The industry is werking togetler %o
wnblock and/er gain alternative access z=ethods from all phones.
Howvever, it 3ust be noted that MCI, US Sprint, Allnet and cther
IXCs have avoided the problams inhersnt to 10XXX altsrnative
access by providing 800 and 950 access To their cperators.

T2e develcpuents necessary to implement universal 10XXX
access vithout undue risk of fraud include the izplementation o2
Zqual Access in all LEC end offices, the development of =oll

fraud prevention capabilities, enhanced originating and



ter=inating line screening, and C?E, as wel. as ISP, nardvare and
softvare modifications. Tntil such tile as full L0XXX access (3

available, or ATET =akes acdditional access zethcds pcesitle, CSPs
411, have no choice but =5 =ransfer those callers who Tsquest

ATET to ATST.

The Task Torse shculd sequest *hat e 7CC order
iadependent _ZCs ©o =ake b5illing and ccllection servicas and
Dilling validation data and services available =0 all CSPs on
insundled, non~discrizinatsry, and reasonably priced taras and
ssnditions. The 7CC should rsquise ATET =0 accept and correctly
Bill calls bdeing transferved 2o <hem by other OSPs; OSPs are 3ore
<han willing to werk with ATET in deterzining the best 3ethod f2r
accomplishing this cbjective. Tha industry should work towvards a
dniversal unblocking of all altermat:ive access nethods available
at all phones. Thals will require 2ull LZC Zqual Access, CPE, and
TSP hardware and softvare develcpnent, and expanded II digit

capabilities. In the nesantinme, ATET should provide additional

altaznative accsss netheds, :nstead of relying solely on 10XXX
acress.



May 24, 1389

Mr. George Edwvards

Chairzan

Carrier Liaison Committae
Zxchange Standards Association
2430 Grosvenor Lane, Suite 200
Zethesda, Maryland 20814

Re: GComments op the Call $Splaahing Task Force Report

Zear Mr. Edwards:

The undersigned parties are coperator service providers
("OSPs") or repressntatives of tie compatitive operator
servicas industry that participated at the Call Splashing
Tagk Force meetings leading up to its Report con Call
Splashing finalized on May 19, 1589 ("Report”). This letter
#1ll serve to convay additional facts and conclusions which
“eare excluded from the Report. It is our intentiocn to focus
cn the primary causes of call splashing and to provide a
csnstructive, unified soluticn ts the problen.

Ihe Principal Causes of the Problem

There are two majer causes of call splashing. The first
reason is that OSPs have been unable to obtain billing and
csllection agreements and billing validation data from the
vast majority of local exchange tslephone companies ("LECs"),

and, accordingly, are unable 20 bill calls charged to lines
in these areas.

The second major cause for call splashing is that
consumers ask to be transferred =3 ATE&T. ATET has provoked
thiis action by placing numercus television, radic, and print
advertisements, including advertisement of a toll-free
assistancs number where callers rsceive instructions telling
then to request transfer to an AT&T coperator when calling
from institutional locations and payphones that are not
served by ATET. These practices significantly contribute to
call splashing. Moreover, because ATET has refused to use
any accass method other than 10XxXX dialing (only available
from Equal Access converted end-cffices), many consumers have

no choice but to request a transfer from the serving operator
service company.



Ihe Rest folutions 0 the Problems

In order to rectify this problea and provide consumer
satisfaction, OSPs need the ability o bill calls correctly,
validate billing metheds, and transfer calls properly so that
erronecus billing is avoided. Furthermore, consumers need a
reasonable form of access to alternative carriers (i.s,, 950~
XXX or 1-800), including ATET.

1)  Blling, Collection and Validation

As reflectad in the Report, thers was a consensus at the
Task Force meetings that billing and validation ars izpertant
elezents in resolving the splashing problon.l The LECs
should provide unbundled, non-discrizminatory, and reasonably
pr:ced billing and collection services to all OSPs. on
addicion, they should provide billing validation data and/or
services cn similar non-discriainatery prices, teras and
conditions.

2) call.Izanafer

As stated in the Report, there was disagreenent among
participants at the Task Forcs zeetings over call transfer
arrangements.¢ It is our position that the problem of
incorrect billing associated with splashed calls could be
avoided if ATE&T accepted the call detail information
necassary to bill correctly all transferred calls. The CSPs
Nave proeposed at least three different aetheds for
accemplishing this geal. First, the information could be
signalled to AT&T along with the actual transferred call.
Second, the information could be provided orally by the
connecting operator. Third, the call detail record could be
passed in any compatible format =9 AT&T, subsequent to the
handling of the call. All of these remedies are identified
in the Report and have been rejected by ATET.

L In addition, the Report states that the Task Force
agreed that call reorigination at CPE is used by some OSPs as
an alternative to call splashing but it is not necessarily a
feasible solution to the problem of call splashing for all
OSPs. As noted in the Report, reorigination at CPE through
automatic dialers has several dravbacks for OSPs. In
addition to the negatives menticned in the Report, autcmatic
redialers are not cost effective for many private payphene
cperators and they are not compatible with all CPE. Some

OSPs are, in fact, starting to phase out their use of dialers
for tnhese reasons.

2 S4e8 Report, Potential Solutions 2, 3 and 11l.



The OSPs also disagree with ATET’s characterization of
call transfer arrangements as "forced partnering." In face,
the concept is nothing mere than the reasonable
.nterconnection required under the Communications Act.

3) Alternative Access

ATET relies exclusively on 10XXX dialing as the only
altarnative zeans by which its network can be accessed, even
though it recognizes that there are tslephones for which that
access nethod is unavailable. The industry is working
together o unblock and/or facilitate alternative access
aethods from all telephones. It nust be notad, howvever, that
interexchange carriers other than AT&T have avoided the
problems inherent o 10XXX alternative access by providing
800 and 950 access => their cperators. Additionally, loXXX
unblocking in the dial 0 market should be accompanied by non-
discrizinatory equal access to all information provided by
LECS to ATST.

In order to izplement 10XXX accass fully, there nust be
full deployment of equal access in all LEC end offices, the
development of toll fraud prevention capabilities, complete
originating and terminating line screening, expanded
information (II) digit capability, and CPE hardware and
scftwvare modifications. Until such tize as full 10XXX access
is available, or AT&T nakes additional access nethods

Possible, OSPs will have no choice but to transfer at least
scme calls ©o ATET.

cenclusien

As a solution to splashing, ve are requesting that the
FCC require independent local exchange companies to make
billing and collection services and billing validation data
and sarvices available to all OSPs on unbundled, non-
discriminatory and reasonably priced teras and conditions.
In addition, the FCC should require ATET to accept and
correctly bill all calls transferred by other OSPs. The OSPs
are nmore than willing to work with AT&T in determining the
best nmethod for accomplishing this objective.

As the Commission is aware, the iaplementation of 10XXX
access wWill require full LEC equal access, CPE hardware and
softwvare development, and complete line screening capability,
the achievement of which will take years.> The Commission

The FCC is currently considering the complex issues



should not allow thess complex issues to izpede the
izplementation of the prasently available solutions to the
splashing problem. AT&T should provide additional
altsrnative access methods, such as an 800 number, and accept
the call detail information necessary to bill cerrectly the
calls transferred to it by OSPs. This will provide ATET’Ss
subscribers with the access they seek without unnecessarily
exposing others to risks of fraud and competing carriers to
inferior accass arrangezents in the dial 0 market.

Respectfully submitted,

canny EZ Adans. Caunscl for Holon M. ?ohlzq a 5

Cperatdr Service Providers General Counsel
of America Competitive Telecommunications
Associatien (COMPTEL)

Mary KelSey Robert Rowland
Call America Capital Network
System, Inc.

m

Jlane Harbaugh 2’ ’ 275

International Telecharge
Inc. | -

»

Richard J.
LD/USA

Brad Mutchelknaus

George Vinall

National Telephone Services,
Inec.

3(...continued)
involved in unblocking L0XXX access at some CPE and payphones
in the context of limited waivers filed by four OSPs. Sa8
Public Notice, DA 89-480, released April 27, 1989 (requesting

comments on Petitions tar Waiver of limited portions of the
call blocking prohibitioen).
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Josaph Jharkey
jynrltc: Assistance Network

2/ U.S. sprint
Company

Arnold Gilberts
Payline Systeams, Inc.

7

ecTge s
U.S. Spwint Services

Tom Ostarland
Teleconnect*USA
Company

Glwg Cassy Myra

M s ’*ﬁ&@,

a T
Jack Paca’ us g Distance, Inc.

Telesphere Network, Inc.




MCI

MG Telssommunicauons
Carvorgoon

©*33 *9tm Street. NW

Nasrengion. OC 20036
202 872 1800

May 2S5, 1989

¥r. George Edvards

Chairman v

Carrier Liaison Committee
5430 Grovsnor Lane, Suite 220
dethesda, Maryland 20814

Jear Mr., Edwards:
[ am vriting to you ta provide MCI's comments to cthe Carrier Liaison
Committee’'s (CLC's) "Operator Service Splashing Task Force” report
o the FCC. [ would like to thank you and the CLC for adopting the
procedure for actaching individual company comments and vievs to the
report. In the future chis should help abate many of, the z:ajer

di{ssention that has existed ia :zhe forums when other reports did notc
contain all vievs.

verviev

MCI fully -supports the philcsophy that callers should de able ¢
Teach the carrier of their choice via the use of carrier access
codes (950, 800 and 1OXXX). This access method provides callers
7ith universal access to the carrier of their choice.

At this time AT&T has not xzade universal access readily available to
their cuscomers. As a result Je may be required to cransfer calls
to AT&T even though, ve have not engaged in this practice in the
past. Qur policy will be for the MCI cperator to imscruct the
caller to redial to resch the carrier of their choice, unless
prohibited by scate regulation or required to meet special customer
needs. In such instances, MCI is willing %o have its operators pass
autcmatic number identification (AN]) when transferring calls to the
Teceiving operator service provider® to enable correcs billing of
such calls. Howvever, if the receiving operator services provider is

wmvilling to accept the ANI, then we will be forced to splash such
calls.

0f all of the recommendations, the most promissing near term
solution i{s the "oral transfer of ANI." MCI is willing to institute
the associated manual processes in situations where our operators
vould transfer calls with oral ANI co emable correct billing. For
the long term, MCI rescommends that every carrier establish universal
access via 800/950/10XXX access codes. The 800/9%0 access zethod
22y be preferable for the hospitality induscry because it does not
impose requiremencs on hotels, hospitals, universities, and other
inscicution to replace or upgrade existing equipaent.

1
*AT&T {3 the only operator service provider thar has heam idemciciod



MCI has the folloving observacions regarding the options considered
by the task force:

Whaile this wvould be the best long term soluticn, the time frames, ais
noted in the task force reporc, are not certain. The task force did
not have all of the informacion regarding cusctomer provided
equipment capabilities available to fully assess the capadility of
screening and routing of 10XXX + O and bloeking of 10XXX + 1 calls.
MCI concurs vith cthe task force report that this is only a parctial
solution {3 the near term. The overviev of thase comments provides
additional details on this solution.

cali T cer With Sizmalled ANI

The development costs and tizelines associasted vith this solution
are not desirable. MCI concurs vith the task forcse report that this
is zot feasidle.

rall =g W

MCI's opinicn is that transferring calls and passing oral ANI to the
receiving operator service provider is the dest case near tern
solution. We realize that there may be instances vhere human errors
could occur, but such cases should be manageable to a ainimum
level. This solution would require the transferring operacor
service provider to accur access charges, plant overhead, and
operator handling time. This should be compensated by the receiving

operator service provider that is receiving tie revenue for such
calls.

] [} Vs

MCI agrees that LEC bdilling, collection and validation agreements
should be available to all operator service providers with
reasonable tarms and comditions.

Sall Reorigination At CPE

Reorigination cannot be feasibly accomplished and is noc in the
consumers best interest. The consumer vould be subjected to hearing
the reoriginaced dialed address sequencs tones, vhich can be at very
high irricacing levels.

Call Reorixination At LEG Switches

This method {s cost prohibitive and would require the operator
service provided to have a point of presence in every LATA.

Furcher, the time frames for this approach are excessively long to
consider it viable.



